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V. REMARKS 

Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as unpatentable over Ishiwata et 
al. in view of Hasenau and Gerber. The rejection is respectfully traversed. 

It is respectfully submitted that Hasenau (USP '095) is an inapplicable 
reference cited in the present case for the following reasons: 

The art of Hasenau (USP '095) is scratching the card-board or mill-board 
wherein the chip in continuous strip having a thickness, which would be around 
one millmeter (mm) or a few millmeters (mm), is raised out of the board, while the 
groove having a width substantially same as the thickness of the chip is formed. 
On the other hand, the art of the present invention is to cut or dice a workpiece such 
as a semiconductor wafer using rotary blades each having a thickness of around 
few score micrometers (urn) whereby a groove having a width substantially same 
as the thickness of the blade (few score micrometers) is made, resulting in no 
substantial chips raised from the workpiece. Accordingly, the field of art of 
Hasenau (USP '095) is much different from that of the present invention so that 
Hasenau. (USP '095) is not an applicable reference in the present case. In other 
words, ordinary skill in the art of the present invention is different from ordinary skill 
in the art of Hasenau USP '095). 

Further, the art of Hasenau (USP '095) describes "If. however, grooves are to 
be made, two knives must be used" in the specification, page 1, lines 81-82, and 
"Both cutters acting so together form, properly speaking, but on e instrument 
making the groove" in the specification, page 1 , lines 85-87. On the other hand, 
each of the two cutters in the present invention is to each of the grooves, 
independently. Please note the passage in the specification of Hasenau (USP 
'095), page 2, lines 5-10, stating the cooperating act of the two cutters as one 
instrument for making one groove. Even from this point of view, the field of art of 
Hasenau (USP '095) is much different from that of the present invention. 

Additionally, the art of Hasenau (USP '095) describes "the cutter E rotates in a 
vertical plane standing at an angle to the direction in which the mill-boa rd to be cut 
moves" in the specification, page 1 , lines 61-63. In other words, rotary ax s of 
spindles of the two cutters E,E of Hasenau (USP '095) are not aligned with each 
other (see Fig. 3). The angle of the cutters allow the cooperating act of the two 
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cutters, as described at page 2, lines 5-10. On the other hand, in the present 
invention, rotary axes of spindles of the two cuffing blades are aligned with each 
dther, as recited in claim 1 . Thus, one of ordinary skill in the art would appreciate the 
difference in the fields of art between Hasenau (USP '095) and the present invention. 

In view of the above, it is respectfully submitted that it would have been 
unobvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time of the invention, to have 
provided Ishiwata et al. with rotary blades mounted with its hub directed inside, as 
taught by Hasenau. 

It is respectfully submitted that none of the applied art, alone or in 
combination, teaches or suggests the features of claim 1 as discussed above. Thus, 
it is respectfully submitted that one of ordinary skill in the art would not be motivated 
to combine the features of the applied art because such combination would not result 
in the claimed invention. As a result, it is respectfully submitted that claim 1 is 
allowable over the applied art. 

Withdrawal of the rejection is respectfully requested. 

Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as unpatentable over Ishiwata et 
al. in view of Hasenau and Gerber has applied to claim 1 and further in view of 
Farnworth et al.. The rejection is respectfully traversed. 

As indicated above, claim 1 is allowable over Ishiwata, Hasenau and Gerber. 
Farnworth fails to cure the deficiencies of Ishiwata, Hasenau and Gerber. Thus, 
claim 1 is allowable over the combination of these references. 

Claim 2 depends from claim 1 and includes all of the features of claim 1 . 
Thus, it is respectfully submitted that claim 2 is allowable at least for the reason 
claim 1 is allowable as well as for the features it recites. 

Withdrawal of the rejection is respectfully requested. 

In view of the foregoing, reconsideration of the application and allowance of 
the pending claims are respectfully requested. Should the Examiner believe 
anything further is desirable in order to place the application in even better condition 
for allowance, the Examiner is invited to contact Applicants' representative at the 
telephone number listed below. 

Should additional fees be necessary in connection with the filing of this paper 
or if a Petition for Extension of Time is required for timely acceptance of the same, 
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the Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge Deposit Account No. 18-0013 for 
siny such fees and Applicant(s) hereby petition for such extension of time. 
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Respectfully submitted, 



Dated: February /^004 
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